
State of tltah
DEPARTMENT OF NATTIRAL RESOURCES
DIVISION OF OIL, GAS AND MINING
355 W€st North Temple
3 Triad Cenler, Suile 350
salr Lake cily, Urah 84180-1 203
BOI -538-5340

801 -359-394o (Fax)

801-s38-s319 (TDD)

October  A2 ,  1993

Mr. Ken Palme
Coastal Stat.es Energy Company
Skyline Mine
P .  O .  Box  7L9
Helper,  Utah 84526

Re: Waste Rock Expansion Def ic iencies. Coastal  States Enercry
Companl l ,  Skyl ine Mine. ACT /00?/005-93H, Folder #3 .  Carbon
County. Utah

Dear Mr,  Payne:

The Division has completed a review of Skyline' s proposed waste
rock expans j-on amendment,. At, t,his t,ime there appears to be a
number os def iciencies' wit,h your plans that wil l  need to be
addressed before the amendment can be approved. Enclosed please
f ind technical  reviews that discuss the def ic iencies. Please
review the reviews and respond to them as guickly as possible.

If you have questions, please call me or the appropriate
reviewer.

Michael O. Leavitt
CrOvemor

Ted Stewart
Exc,cu[ive Director

James W. Carter
Division Director

cc :  B -Team
wasterqpa. sky

:ere1y,
i ----tadq<..*l&

Daron R. Haddock
Permit, Supervisor
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T O : F i  1 e

TIIROUGII: Daron Haddock,

FROM:

R E :

,James D. Smith

Permit  Chanqe #93-H: Waste Rock Disposal Expansion

Co"rt"l St Co-I Co*p"rri"t

ACT 07 offi c"rbo' co,rrrty ut,-h

Two new deficiencies have been ident,if ied based on a
Technical Completeness Review of the proposed permit
amendment, ACT/0O7/OOS #93-H, submitted by Coastal on August
L9, 1993 to incorporat,e expansion of  the waste rock disposal
site int.o Lhe Skyline mine MRP. These are covered by t.he
f i rst  Proposal -  Analvsis -  Def ic iency sect ion below.

With one except,ion, def iciencies f rom my February 18,
1993 Technical  Completeness Review of ACT/O07/OO5 #92-K
(Operator Renewal Responses t,o DO #gZ-C, received January
27 , 19 93 ) were sat j-sf ied to at least some degree in
Coastal '  s February 25 ,  l -993 respon.se; remaining def ic iencies
were discussed in my memo dated March 26, 1993. At that
time it was determined that the one unaddressed deficiency
plus t,he need to clarify or expand the responses to severll
other def ic iencies were not cr i t ical  to the adequacy of the
plan nor to be reasons to deny the permit renewal. This
current submi-tt.a1 for permit change has reopened two of
those l ingering issues. These are covered in the remaining
Proposal - Anall lsis - Deficiencv sections.

R545 -301 -700 . Eydrology.

R645-30L-7.24 Baeeline Information
R545-301-731.200 Water Monitor ing

ProposaL:

Water quality samples wil l 'be collected from Ehe Waste
Rock Disposal Site well 92-91-03 in accordance with the

' schedule and parameter list on Table 2 .3 .7 -5 (pages 2-35 and
2-37  (a )  )

Monitoring will be done three t,imes between May and
November (page 2-32 (a) ) , with no sample taken during the
five months from December to April.

Permit Supervisor

.iE5
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Analvsis :

Tab le  2  .3  .7  -5  g ives  an  ex tended  l i s t  o f  pa ramete rs  to
be analyzed through the 1994 season,  af ter  which only
parameters marked wi th an aster isk wi l l  be analyzed.  This
table fo l lows DOGM's new recommended parameLer l is t  sent  t ,o
coal  operators on ,June 29 ,  1993 except :  o i l  and grease is
not. in the basel ine parameters and tot.al alkal ini ty and
anLon/cation balance are not. included in basel ine and
operaLional parameters .

The new guidel ines make no recommendation as t.o
sampling freguency: the old guidel ines recommend four
samples yearly, Ert f  ixed monthly i-ntervals, for both
baseline and operat, ional monitoring. Data obtained on this
schedule wil l  be skewed, dlthough signif icant, changies may
not, be anticipated during t,he winter months. Year-round
access to th is  wel l  should not ,  be a problem as i t  is  in  t .he
work area adjacent ,  to  the sedimentat ion pond.

De f i c iencv :

#93 -H JDS 1. Oi l  and grease is no! in the basel ine
parameters, and total alkal-inity and anion/cation balance
are not included in baseline and operational parameters in
Tab le  2  . 3  . 7  - 5

#93 -H JDS 2 . The irregr.rlar schedule for sampling well 92-
91-03 is  not  exp la ined.

R645-301-722 Croes Sect ions and Maps
R545-30L-722.100 tocat ion and Extent of  Subsurface Water.

Original Def iciency (92-C) J-. I'ocation and extent of ground water at the waste
rock disposal sjce are noE shown on maps or croas sections, specificaTTy
Plates 2.3.4-2, which shows the potentiometric surface of the re:gional
system, and 2.2.1-2, which shows the cross section at the waste tock
disposal site

Def iciency ( 92 -K) 5 .
-The ground watet elevation measured

in we77 92-91--O3MI{ and used in characterizing the regionaT
ground water system should be shown on Plate 2.2.7-2, the
crosa section showing geoTogy artd hydroTory of the waste
rock disposaT site.

The ground. wa.ter eTevation measured \
in we77 92-91-O3MW and used in characterizing the regional
ground water system shoufd be added to Plate 2.3.4-2, the
potentiometric surface map.

Def iciency (92-K) 5.
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Proposa l :

A water monit ,or j -ng wel l  has been instal led at  the wast.e
rock disposal s i te and the wel l  has been added t .o Skyl ine'  s
ground wat,er monitor ing schedule.

The locat ion and extent of  ground water at .  the waste
rock disposal s i te are discussed on pages 2-30 t ,hrough 2-
30  (b )  .

Ana lys is :

The ground water elevat ion measured at wel l  92-91-03
has been used in characterizing the regional ground water
system and the isolat ion of  the waste rock disposal s i te
from t ,hat sysLem. WelI  92-91-03 indicaLes the waste rock
disposal s i te is underlain by the regional aqui fer system,
which connects with ground water along Pleasant Val ley and
the sur f  ace water  in  Mud Creek (pp.  2-3A ,  2-30 (b)  )  .

Errors can be introduced by using pot,entiometric data
gathered at different dates but, they are probably not,
s ign i f icant  on P la te  2 .3 .4-2  cons ider ing the low sampl ing
density, small map scale, and large contour interval. The
potent,  j -ometr ic surface contours on PLate 2.3 .4-2 should be
ext,end.ed to t.he waste rock disposal sit.e based on the
measurement,  at  92-91-03 .

Coast.al  committed in a let ter dated March L7, 1993 to
include a complete discussion of data from the well at the
waste rock disposal s i te as a modif icat ion to the MRP, but
to do it after the permit renewal process was completed.
The hydrology of t,he sj-t,e is discussed on pages 2-30 through
2 -30  ( c )  o f  t , he  app roved  MRP,  bu t  P la t , es  2 .2 .L -2  and  2 .3 .4 -2
sti l l  do not show the ground water elevation measured at
wel l  92-91-03 and used in character iz ing the regional ground
wat,er system.

Def ic iency:

#93 -H  . lDS  3 .  P la tes  2 .2 .L -2  and  2 .3 .4 -2  do  no t  show g round
water elevation that wasr measured at 92-91--03 and used in
characterizing t,he regional ground water system at the waste
rock disposal s i te.
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Permanent Casing and Seafing of Wells

Original Deficiency (92-C) 7- I f  weTl-s w22-2-2 and WJ-4-28 have been abandoned,
proper abandonment procedures have not been folTowed.

OriginaT Deficiency (92-C) 2. The MRP does not contain data and arguments that
support abandonment of monitoring the Star Point aquifer at we77s W22-2-2
and Wl-4-28

Deficiency (92-K) 9. The MseRP does not contain data and
arguments to support abandonment of monitoring of the Star
Point aquifer at W22-2-2 and W74-Zn, and the Division of
OiL, Gas, and Mining has not approved modification of the
monitoring plan to omit these points. There are unrese.lved
problas concerniag the dat,a Ehat were used ia Ehe original
detem,inatioa of the PHC, and also with th,e idea of
abandoning ground wat,er monit,oring at W22-2-2 and W74-28.
Theae problems may not, be resolvable within the time fra'ae
or scope of this pemit renewaT.

Proposa l :

From Coastal ' s lett,er dated February 25 , l-993 :

The status of  Ehese two fai led weI ls wi l l  need to be
the subj ect of furt,her discussions with the Division,
particularly in the area of their validity in
establishing the PHC.

An approach to the Forest Service concerning the
possibi l i ty of  re-establ ishing these wel ls was met with
a firm negative response, because of the resulting
environmental damage. A mutually agreeable response
wi l l  be at tempted by March 1-,  1993 .

Analysis:

Modif ication of Ehe wat,er monitoring plan' to allow
abandonment of these piezometers has not been approved by
DOGM.

Proper abandonment of W22'2-2 and W14 -28 should be done
in accordance with the requirements of the USFS, which is
the surface and mineral owner, and after the method has been
approved by DOGM and incor-trlorated into the l{RP. The
operator should also confer with the State Engineer at the
Divi'sion of $Iat,er Rights concerning 'final abandonment of
these boreholes . W22-2-2 and W14 -28 should not be
considered as properly abandoned at this time.

Page 2-35 previously contained a commitment to follow
procedures in Section 4.9 in abandoning .these wells; this
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commitment has been removed f rom page 2 -35 in t .his proposed
amendment. The method of permanent. closure described in
Sec t ion  4 .9  may  no t  be  usab le  due  to  USFS '  l im i ta t ions  on
sur face access and col lapsed casing in  the bore holes.  How
W22-2-2 and W14 -28 are to be abandoned in  compl iance wi th
R545-3  0L-765  i s  one  po in t  tha t .  s t i l l  needs  to  be  addressed . '

De f i c iencv :

#93  _H JDS 4 The commitment, to follow the procedures in
Sect  ion 4 .  9  to  abandon W22 -2 -2 ,  WI4 -28,  and the ot ,her
boreholes used as wat ,er  level  moni tor ing wel ls  has been
omitt.ed from page 2-35 of t .he subrnit ted. amendment and no
alternative method of abandoning these wells has been
submitted for approval .

r spns93h .  t c r



Michael O. Leavitt
Governor

Ted Stewart
Executive Director

James W. Carter
Division Director

T O :

THROUGH:

FROM:

R E :

State of LItah
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
DIVISION OF OIL, GAS AND MINING
355 West Norlh Temple
3 Triad Center. Suite 350
salr Lake Gity, urah 84180-'t 203
801-538-5340

801 -3s9-3940 (Fax)

801-s38-s31s (TDDI

Oct,ober 7,  1993

F i l e

Daron Haddock, Permit Supervisor =#
Sharon Falvey, Senior Reclamation Hydrologist

Waste Rock Ditch Expansion Auqust 19. Amendment 93-H,
Ut,ah Fuel Company, Skyline Mine. ACT r07 /005 . Folder
#2. Carbon County, Utah

STIMT'TARY:

This memo analyzes the submittal received on August L9,
L992,  w i th  rev ised tex t  dated August  O9,  1993.

The operator is proposing to e>q>and the waste rock site
disturbance from L.67 acres to 6.29 acres and increase the access
road to the waste site by O.25 acres. The operator has included
a proposed well monit,oring schedule for well 92-91-03. No water
monitoring data for the well has been incorporated in the I{RP.
The operator has not provided any water guality samples to
describe t,he characterist,ics of the seasonal water guality and
guantiEy. The operator is proposing Lo provide a fuII suite of
monitoring at t,his sit,e through L994.

No seeps or springs are found in the waste rock area. Sha1e
and siltsLone in the Blackhawk are found between Lhe surface and
ground wat,er t,able. Of 4l sampling attempts the operator shows
no water was available for col1ection. The operator does show
the existence of a Stock watering pond which receives it's :mnof f
directly from the existing waste rock site. Since this is the
only water available at the site it should be a monitored point.
If this site is currently used for stock wat,ering it should be
monitored according to use and described.

The operator has attempted to provide hydrologic information
included in a quick courtesy review. However, detail in mapping,
drainage areas and sediment pond design is still lacking.

Waste Rock E:<pansion Alralysis

R545-300-L20  SKF 93 -H  #1

Proposal:

&e#
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Drainage and contour information are provided in drawings
3  . 3  . 8 -2 ,  3  . 2 .8  - 2A ,  4 -  1 -6 .1 - l -C  ,  4 .15 .1 -18 .  and  3 .2 .8 -3 .

Analys is :
It is unclear what stagre of drainage is represent,ed on
drawing 3 .2 .8-2  as  DD-15 appears  to  be proposed to  f low over
a ridge. The cont.our l ines at the top of the pile and
dra inage are  not  c lear  on Drawings 3  .2  .8-2  ,  3  .2  .8-2A,  4-
15 .1 -1C ,  4 .15 .1 - l - 8 .  and  3 .2 .  B -3 .  The  l egend  does  no t
describe the dotted l j-nes shown across the proposed area on
d raw ing  3  . 2 .8 -2 .

Def ici-ency :

R645 -300 -L20  SKF  93 -H  #2

Proposal:
The operator's design for ditch UD-5 is shown on Drawings
3  . 2 .8 -1  and  3  . 2 .8 -2A .

Analvs is :
It is unclear what the proposed
lower port ion of  UD-5 is,  as i t
3  . 2 .8 -1  and  3 .2 .8 -2A .

Def j -c iency:
The operator must clarify t,he discrepancy for design
loea t i on  on  d i t ch  UD-5  f o r  maps  3 .2 .8 -1  and  3 .2 .8 -2A .

R645-301-533  .700  SKF 93  - r r  #3

Proposa l :
Drawing 3-2.8-4 Waste Rock Disposal Site Sediment Pond
illustrates two cross sections across the sediment, pond. The
drawing provides 2 foot contour inte:rrals on the inslope of
the pond. Drawing 4-L6-1C provides additional 5 ft.
topographic contours around the pond.

Analys is :
The information. on Drawing 3-2.8-4 is not detailed enough to

' describe what the relief at the southern portion of the pond
is in comparison to the upstream channel. The information
provided on Drawing 3-2.8-4 indicates the adjacent stream
channel is at an equal elevation to t,he southern portion of

The operator must provide maps
cont.our l ines f or all drainage
3 .2 .8 -2 ,  3 .2 .8 -2A ,  4 -15 .1 - tC ,  4
Include a legend describing the

which clearly show the
topography on Drawings
. L 5 . 1 - 1 8 .  a n d  3 . 2 . 8 - 3 .
d o t t e d  l i n e s  o n  3  . 3  . 8 - 2

operational design for the
is different, on drawing
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the pond. The cross sect ions provided do not adeguately
det,ai l  cr i t ical  areas including minimum embankment widths.
The operator may be re.quired t.o demonst,rat,e that the
adjacent channel f low wi l l  not af fect ,  the pond design.

De f i c i enc ies :
The operator must. provide maps which adeguately describe the
detai l  for  t .he pond structure for cr i t ical  areas, including
minimum widt,hs and adj acent channel sections .

R545 -301 -7LL  SKF  93 -H  #4

Proposa l :
Operations af fect.ing t,he NPDES discLrarge Permit, which are
not  c lear ly  def ined in  the permi t ,  sha l l  be coord inated wi th
the Divis ion of  Envi-ronmental  Hea1th.

Ana lys i s :
The operator is reguired to include a description of
applj-cable hydrologic performance standards as given under
R645-301- -750 .  Regu la t , i on  R545-301-75L  s i t es  a I I  U tah  and
Federal wat.er guality laws regulat,ions and effluent
l imitations. The operator must provide the applicable
informat ion on pg. 4-82 (a) .

Def ic iency
Correct,  the text  on pg. 4-82(a) and provide appl icable
information on the NPDES permit for the Scofield Waste
Disposal Si te.  I f  the si te is not going to discharge and a
NPDES permit is noL required the information should be
provided in the t,ext.

R545 -30L -728  SKF  93 -H  #S

Proposal:
The discussion of acid and toxic material within the FHC
references Part  3.28 for guidel ine disposal methods. '

Waste Disposal site material wil l  be compositely sampled on
a quarterly basis during periods of d.eposition at t,he site
with a minimum of 1 sample per 2000 tons hauled, unless
previously sampled at t,he gob pile. Should acidity or
toxicity problems be defined the Division wil l  be notif ied
and a mutually acceptable remedial action wil l  be taken
Pg .4 -30 .

Soils samples from t,he GOB pit in 1991- show avai lable boron
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is as high as 9 .  0 mg/kg. The paste analysis f rom a L987
waste rock sample show tot .al  selenium of 1.08 ppm and Boron
a t  5 .58  ppm.

Analvs is :
The operator has not included applicable information in
reference to the waste rock si te potent ial-  for acid and
toxic forming mater ials a. t  the waste rock si te.  The
operat.or should include the references to information found
in  Sec t i on  4  .4  .

D.ef ic iency:
The operator's PHC should cross reference the information
found in sect ion 4.4 regarding handl ing of  and test ing for
acid and t .oxic waste.

R545 -301 -  73L  SKF  93 -H  #5

Proposal
The operator has removed the commitment to submit water
qpality dat,a within a 90 day submittal period and removed.
the reference to the annual report and summary on pg. 2-45.

Analys is :
The operator should retain t,he information for clarity. The
operator does provide the commitment in the groundwater
section. This implies groundwater data is the only data to
be submitted. However, Lhe regulations clearly require the
operator to submit  the water qual i ty informaEion. R645-301--
731- states the permit  appl icat ion wi l l  include a plan, wi th
maps and descriptions indj-cating how the relevant
reguirement,s of  R545-301--73O wi l l  be met

Def ic iency
Retain the information describing how the requirements of
R545 -301 - -73L .223  w i l l  be  me t .

R64s -301-73L-200  SKF 93 - r r  #Z

Prorrosal :
The operator provides one monitoring well for ground water
monitor ing of  the waste rock si t ,e.  Sect ion 2.3,4.7- indicates
the waste rock disposal site is isolated from the regional
ground waLer system. page 2-3O. A stockwater pond is
located at the si te

Analys is :
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No water qual i ty analysis were submit ted for the si te to
descr ibe t .he character is t ics  o f  the seasonal  water  qua l i ty
and guant i ty.  However,  the operator is proposing to provide
a ful l  sweet of  water qual i ty parameters through L994.

Accord.ing to the information present,ed j-n the current plan
No ment ion of  the waste rock si t .e as a pot.ent ia l  s i t .e for
acid and toxic formation to a regional ground water system
is ident i f ied. The operator has shown Ehe occurrence of
Boron and Selenium in some of the waste rock samples but. ,
bel ieves these are anomal ies.  The total  number of  samples
and volume of waste disposal is relat ively smal l  wi th an
est imated rate 

'of  
2694 cubic yards per year.  An act.ual

determination of t,he operational monit,oring needs could not.
be determined unt i l  the extended parameLer data samples are
present ,ed.

No seeps or spr ings are found in the waste rock area. Of 4t
sampling attempts the operator shows no surface water was
avai lable for col lect ion. The operator does show the
exist ,ence of a SLock water ing pond which receives i t '  s
runoff  direct ly f rom the exist ing waste rock si te.  Since
this is the only water avai lable at  the si t .e i t .  should be a
monitored point .  I f  th is s i t ,e is currenLly used for stock
watering it should be monitored according to use and
identif ied in text and in the Water Rights section.

De f i c i ency :
The operator must charact,erize the quality and quant,ity of
the ground water below the waste rock disposal site. The
operat,or must include the stock watering pond as a wat,er
monitoring point since it is t,he most reliable source for
surface water data collect,ion. Additionally, i t, wil l  be
beneficial for demonstrating the pond meets requirements for
a permanent, structure. Clarify the current use of t,he stock
watering pond

R545-301-732 .200  SKF 93  -E  #8

Proposal:
Pgr. 4-83 The operator indicates t,he coal waste disposal pond
is recessed and therefore has no embankments requiring
geotechnical analysis .

Ana lys is :
The operator is creating an embankment between the natural
stream channel and t.he proposed pond location. The proposed
configuration of the struct,ure leaves approximately a t2.5
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ft. embankment between the pond and the stream channel as
shown on exhibi t  3 .2 .  I  -  4.  I t  appears t .hat the indicated
width is not,  the cr i t j -caI sect ion showing the minimum
embankment width which appears to be approximately 10 ft or
Iess. The resulting st,ructure functions as an embankment
and therefore wi l l  require a greotechnical  analysis.

De f i c i ency :
The operator wi l l  need t .o provide just i f icat ion for omi l t ing
a geotechnical analysis for t.he embankment created by t,he
construcLion of  the sediment.at . ion pond. Provide an accurate
descr ip t ion in  the tex t  (pg.  4-83)  and on maps for  the
minimum embankment which is created by the construction of
the pond.

R645 -30L -740  SKF  93 -H  #9

Proposal
Area 24 is described as being t,he Access road to the
D isposa l  S i te  and  Con ta ins  3 .55  ac res .  A  sma1 l  a rea  o f  0 .1
acres was previously treated with excelsior mat,t ing and re-
vege ta t i on  pg .  3  -7L .

Analys is :
The description of this area as a 0.1- acre disturbance has
not changed from the previous disturbance and indicates that
no addit ional  area wi l l  be di-st ,urbed'wit .h the road
consLruct ion. I f  th is is t rue, the plan is adeguate and the
operator need only provide silt fences/straw bales or other
erosion control methods where necessary. However, the
addit ional  disturbance of t ,he O.25 acre road disturbance is
believed to be in parL the proposed work area adjacent to
the stream channel. Side cast and construction disturbances
will reguire sedimentation controls which should be
indicated in the plan

Def ic iency:
The operat,or must provide sediment, control measures for the
work area and any additional disturbance occurring due to
road construction act,ivit ies.

R64s -301 -740  SKF  93 -s  #10

Proposal :
Di t ,ch DD-l-7 is shown to start  at  an elevat ion of  7895 f t .on
exh ib i t  DD-17.
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Ana lys is :
Ditch DD- l-7 does not appear to receive drainage f rom the
disturbed area upstream and south of t ,he dit .ch. The
operator must provide some t14>e of sediment control measure
for the proposed disturbed area above and to the south of
D D - 1 7 .

De f i c iencv  :
The operat.or must provide
measure for t,he disturbed
L7 .

R645 -301 -740  SKF  93 -H  #11

Proposa l :

some t lpe of sediment control
area above and to the south of DD-

Section 15 is provided for the waste rock Disposal Area
Sedimentation Pond. The operat,or refers to use of the upper
original sediment pond for treatmenL of the runoff from the
h ighwal l .

Ana lys is :
I f  t ,he operator proposes to completely replace Sect ion 15,
informaLion from the exj-sting "Stock Watering" sediment pond

. wil l  be removed. Designs for that pond and it 's new
function must be included to clarify the function of the
upper waste rock site pond. The operator should also
discuss t.he disturbed site drainage that wil l  conLinue to
flow to the existing sediment pond in the text descri-ption.

Def ic iency:
Clarify the function of the existing "Stock Watering"
sediment, pond. Provide a design for the proposed function
and clearly show the drainage which reports to the pond.

R545-301-  742 .220  SKF 93 -E  #L2

Proposal:
The operator proposes to provide a total containment pond
without, a spil lway pg. 3-55. The pond is designed for the
100 year  24 hour  event ,  pg.4-82.

Analvs is :
The operaEor must provide a short discussion clearly
indicating how the reguirements for a total containment pond
is being met. The operator is referred to CFR Sec . BL7 .46
(c) 2 (i) through (cl 2 (i i i) . The information submitted must
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be cer t i f ied  by  a  quaf i f ied  reg is tered eng ineer .  Current ly
missing cr i ter ia j -nclude, '  removing water f rom the pond in
accordance with current prudent,  engineering pract ices (a
dewater ing plan must be included and be cert i f ied by a
registered engineer) .  The operator musL provide a cert i f ied
staternent that the pond design meets or exceeds the design
precipitation event for the pond based on whet,her the pond
is located where fai lure would/would not cause loss of  l i fe
or ser ious property damage.

De f i c i ency :
The operator must provj-de a short discussion clearly
indicating how the requirements for a total containment, pond
is  be ing met .  The operator  is  re fer red to  CFR Sec.  817 .46
(c)  2  ( i )  th rough (e)  2  ( i i i )  .  The in format ion submi t ted must
be cert i f  ie,C 6V a quaf i f  ied registered engineer.  Currentty
missing cr i ter ia include; removing water f rom the pond in
accordance with current prudent., engineering pract,ices (a
dewat,ering plan must be included and be cerLif ied by a
registered engineer) . The operator must provide a certif ied
stat,ement, that. the pond design meets or exceeds t,he design
precipitation event for the pond based on whether the pond
is located where fai lure would/would not cause loss of  l i fe
or serious property damage.

R545  -  3  01 -  7  42  .220  SKF 93  -H  #13

Proposal :
The operaLor proposes to pump and truck the water to the
load out sediment pond pg. 3:55. On pg 4-83 the operator
proposes the coal waste disposal sediment.at, ion pond to be
drained of all the water that, wil l  meet permi-t reguirements.
Water not, meeLing permit reguirements will be used to wat,er
roads, vegretation or hauled to the RRLO sedimentation ponds .

Analysis:
Pond water is to be removed in accordance to prudent
engineering practice. The proposed meE,hod of hauling would
not be considered prudent. The ponds, the operator proposes
to haul t,he water Eo, are not desigrned to handle the
additional water. The operator can noL remove water from
the pond if it is to be a total retention pond. In addition
the proposed use of any water from the pond which does meet
discharge requiremenLs would reguire a water right..

Def ic iency
The operator must propose a prudent. method of decanting the
proposed waste rock site sediment pond. The operator must
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remove the proposal to use water from the total containment
pond .

R 5 4 5 - 3 0 1 - 7 4 2 - 3 0 0  S K F  9 3 - H  # L 4

Proposal :
The operator  proposes the addi t ion of  d i tch DD-17 and Di tch
DD-15 t .o  convey water  to  t .he sedimentat ion pond.

Ana lys is :
There is no apparent drainage configuration or design for
drainage DD-l-5, and DD-17 where the drainage reports to the
pond. DD-L5 is not act,ual ly shown to convey the water al l
the way to the pond.

D e f i c i e n c y :
The operator must provide a design for the inlet to Lhe
sediment  pond f rom di tch DD-17 and DD-15.

R 5 4 5 - 3 0 1 - ' 7 4 2 - 3 0 0  S K F  9 3 - E  # 1 5

Proposa l :
UD-3 is i l lust,rated to convey water to
stock pond is i l lustrated shown within
report, ing to the sedimentation pond.

the Stock Pond. The
the drainage area

Analys is :
. The operator shows UD-3 to be outside of the area draining

to the new sediment pond.. However, the St,ock watering pond
is within t.he new sediment pond drainage. No outlet, is
shown for  the s tock water ing pond.on map 3.2 .8-2 .
Clarification on whet,her UD-3 reports -Eo the sediment pond
or to the undisturbed drainage must be made. Additional
Water reporting to the new sediment pond must be included in
the pond design.

Def ic iency:
Clarification on whether ttD-3 reports Eo t,he sediment pond
or to the'undisturbed drainage must be made. Additional
water determined to be reporting to the new sediment pond
must be inch,rded in the pond design.

R64s-301 -742-300 SKF 93- r r  #15

Proposal:
The Waste Rock Disposal SiLe Surface Drainage is shown on
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Draw ing  3 .2 .8 -2A

Ana lys i s :
The Waste Rock Disposal Site Surface Drainage shown on
Drawing 3 .2 .8-2A conta ins  no sca le  and no watershed
delineations. In t,he general notes t,he operat,or indicaLes
the worst case drainage across the l i ft is ident.if ied at the
28250 l i f t  e levat ion. The operator has not included the
area above the l i f  t .  a lso contr ibut ing drainage to t .he di tch.

Def ic iency:
The operator must provide a delineation of t,he wat.ershed
area used t,o determine worsL case scenarios for drainage
across the l i fts. The operat.or should include drainage
report, ing f rom the area above the l i f t. The map legend
reguires a scale and north arrow.

R545 -301 -742 -300  SKF  93 -H  #L7

Proposa l :
The operaLor submit,ted designs for Ditch DD-15 on pages l/LB

. through s/Le. The di tch is shown on Drawings 4.1.6. l - -18,
3 .2 .8 -2  and  4 .L6 .1 - - ] .C .

Analysis:
The operator  uses a  Manning 's  n  o f  0 .040 for  d i tch  DD-15.
This value is not acceptable for a compacted eart,hen
surface. Va1ues of slope do not appear representative of
maximum and mi-nimum slopes shown on drawings. It is not
clear where the upper and lower portions of Ditch DD-16
begin

Def ic iencv:
The operator must present, design values for Manning's n and
channel slopes which are representative of the information

' presented on maps and in discussion. Ditches must be
designed using the maximum and minimum slopes unless there
is a constant grade. fdentify where the upper and lower
di tch designs for DD-16 apply.  <

R545 -  3  0  L-7  42 -3  0  0  SKF 93 -E #18

*%"pe ra to rp rov id ' esanana1ys i s fo r swa1esw- ] . 7ac ross the

road adjacent to the pond in Sect ion 14 pg. LL/18.

Analys is :
In Ehis analysis the operators design shows the tirne of
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concentrat ion to be greater than the storm event.
Theref ore ,  the peak value present.ed is inval  id (  Sect ion L4
pg .  LL /18 ) .

Def ic iency:
Present a val  j -d peak runof f  det.erminat ion for Swale SW-17.
The time of concentration can not exceed the duration of the
st,orm.

R545 -30L -742 -300  SKF  93 -H  #19

Proposal :
Pg +-3(a) The diversion di tches wi l l  be removed dur ing f inal
reclamation i f  needed. The drainage diversion di tch wi l l  not
be reclaimed as i t  wi l l  be ful ly re-vegetat.ed and in st .able
cond i t i on  pg .4 -39 .

Analys is :
The operat,or is not clear as Lo which ditches are referred
to in the discussion on retent ion without addi t ional
reclamation design. In general ,  the need for the di tches
should be established as part of t,he reclamation p1an. The
dit,ches must be demonstrated to meeL design reguirement at
the end of the reclamation period.

Pef ic iency:
Clar i fy what di tches are being referred to in text  of  pg 4-
39  and  4 -3  (a ) .

R645 -301 -76L  SKF  93 -H  #20

Proposal :
No impoundments, sedimentation ponds or treaEment facilities
will remain upon abandonment (pg. 4-3) - The operator states
the existing/orLgina1 sedj-ment pond is being requested t,o be
left as a stock watering pond on pg.3-23 and references
Sect ion 4.L2 pg. 4-78 (a) .  The operator states that the
upper and lower sedimentation pond will be pennanent if,
over a period of time, it is shown that these ponds hold
natural rtrnoff water and are beneficial for livestock and
wild l i fe use. However, if no beneficial use is determined,
they wi l l  be  rec la imed.  Both  maps 4 . t6 .L- l -B and 4 .L6.1C show
them as permanent st,ructures

Analysis
The operat,or provides conflict,ing information on what is
proposed for reclamation of sediment, ponds. The operator



Page12
A C T / 0 0 7  / O O S  e 3 - H
Oct .ober  7 ,  1993

will have to demonst.rate that the ponds meet the
requirement.s of  R64 5 -  3 01- 7 61 pr i -or to approval  f  or
re ten t i on .  The  ope ra to r  shou ld  no te  tha t  t he  CFR 815 .+9 (c )
indicates permanent. impoundment,s must have a spillway. The
operator wil l  need to provide designs for reclaiming both
ponds unless approval for retention can be demonstrated.

Def i -c iencv
The operator must c lar i fy conf l ict ing Lext regarding
retention of ponds as permanent. impoundments. The operator
must demonstrat,e the applicable regulat,ions for permanent
struct,ure ret,ention can be met, for the ponds or, provide
designs for pond reclamation.

R645  -  3  02  SKF 93  -H  #2L

Proposal:
No proposal or reference to Prime Farmland determination or
AVF determination was found in this amendment for this site.

Analys is :
No determination of Prime Farmland or AVF was referenced or
located in the existing plan. AlLhough it is unlikely that
prime farmland or AVF exists in the area reference must be
provided by the operator and a determination made by the
lead agency

Def ic iency:
Ttie operator should provide a summary and reference to
applicable information found in t,he permit regarding Prime
Farmland Determination and AVF for Lhe waste rock area.

RECOMMEIIDATION

In l ight of missing informat.ion which is crit ical to the
hydrologic reguirements of t,his proposal . It is recommended
that amendment ACT/O07/OOS 93-H be denied.

WSTROCKE. TDR
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SUMMARY

Slqyline is proposing to expand their waste rock facility and to construct a new
sedimentation pond to the west of the current site. The revegetation plan is mostly
unchanged from the current plan. The requirement to cover coal refuse with four feet of
material needs to be addressed further. The plan includes a proposal to perform
revegetation tests, but no details of this plan are included.

ANALYSIS

R645-301-330

Proposal:

Operation Plan

The new plan does not specifically address this regulation.

Analysis:

The area of the waste rock disposal site does not appear to contain critical habitat
for any game species. All riparian areas are considered-to be critical habitat for wildlife,
but the vegetation survey does not show that the area contains riparian habitat.

There is a potential for some raptors and other birds of special interesl to nest in
the area. Since the site has already been disturbed, however, any birds that nest in the
area should be accustomed to the disturbance. Therefore, adverse impacts to these
species are not anticipated.

{#ry
%#
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Deficiencies:

None.

R645-301-340 Reclamation Plan

Proposal:

Skyline proposes that the waste rock be covered with 21 inches of subsoil and 12
inches of topsoil. The subsoil would be harvested from the site, and the topsoil would
come from material salvaged by AML in its 1992 project and from other areas excluding
soil salvaged for use on National Forest lands.

The plan states that a soil depth study will be initiated in cooperation with the
Division in September, 1994, to determine the actual soil cover needed for revegetation
for both the Scofield waste rock site and for the gob material at the loadout.

The seed and planting mix has been changed compared with the existing plan.
Cicer milkvetch has been added to the seed mixture, and all of the shrubs would be
established from transplants.

Analysis:

The changes in the seed and planting mix are desirable and should be approved.
Cicer millcvetch is an introduced species, but it is a pioneer nitrogen-fixing species that
usually grows very well on reclaimed sites.

The area of the waste rock site which would need the subsoil cover was estimated
by the Division to be 5.11 acres. lt 21 inches of subsoil is spread on this area, it would
require 14427 yd3 of material. This compares with 13Fl7O yd3 estimated in the plan tobe
available. This discrepancy should be addressed; however, errors in estimating the size
of the area needing subsoil or in judging the amount of subsoil available could account
for the difference.

R&t$301-553.252 requires that four feet of non-toxic, non-combustible material be
placed over refuse except that less than four feet may be allowed based on physical and
chemicalcharacteristics indicating that revegetation and soilstabilization requirements can
be met. Fifteen analyses of the waste material were found in the plan and in 1991 and
1992 annual reports. Of these, three of the samples had high boron levels and two had
high selenium levels compared to acceptable levels established in the Division's
"Guidelines for Management of Topsoil and Overburden for Underground and Surface
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Coal Mining". Since 1987, there has been just one sample with an elevated boron level
out of a total of thirteen samples, and none have had high selenium levels.

Rather than having field trials, the reviewer recommends that the plan include
provisions to special handle potentially toxic or acid-forming material and bury it under
nontoxic waste. Potentially acid-forming or toxic material should not be encountered
frequently. This option would negate the necessity of having field trials and the
complications discussed below.

Field trials would be an acceptable alternative to special handling material that is
shown to be potentially toxic; however, in order for the trials to be meaningful, potentially
toxic or acid-forming waste rock would need to be used under the 33 inches of soil.
Since potentially acid-forming or toxic material is encountered only infrequently, it might
be several years before the test plots could be started.

The nature of the subsoil that would be used to cover the waste rock is not
presented in the plan. Skyline needs to show that this material meets the requirements
of R645-301-553.252 tor being non-acid-forming and non-toxic.

The regulations concerning wildlife habitat enhancement are not addressed in the
plan. However, cooperating with AML to extinguish the fire and reclaiming this site to
mostly native vegetation will constitute enhancement that will satisfy the regulatory
requirements.

Deficiencies:

1. Skyline needs to determine the amount of subsoil that will be needed to
cover the waste rock with 21 inches of material and confirm that enough
material is available for this purpose.

2. lt is recommended that potentially acid-forming or toxic materials be special
handled and covered with at least four feet of non-acid-forming and non-
toxic waste and soil. An acceptable alternative would be to conduct field
trials to determine if revegetation is feasible using less than four feet of
c€ver over potentially acid-forming or toxic material.

3. Skyline needs to show that the subsoil material to be salvaged from the site
fulfills the need for non-acid-forming and non-toxic cover over the waste.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The plan for expansion of the waste rock disposal site needs to contain further
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detail on how much subsoil will be needed compared to how much is available. The plan
to conduct field trials is acceptable if they are conducted using less than four feet of
cover over potentially acid-forming or toxic material rather than over non-acid-forming
non-toxic waste. lt is recommended, however, that any potentially acid-forming or toxic
material be special handled and buried at least four feet.
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R E : PIan for Waste Rock Disposal Si te Expansion. Coastal
Sta tes  Energy Companv,  Sky l ine Mine.  ACTTOOT/OO5 93H.
Folder #2, Carbon County, Utah

SUI{IIfiARY

States Energy Cornpany has submitted a plan for expansion of their
Waste Rock Disposal Site in conjunction with their Skyline Mine
operation. This review is for completeness of proposed methods
and estimated impacts to the soil resource of the area.

The Expansion PIan was reviewed in coordination with other
materials that are pertinent to the analysis area and the soil
resource. Any comments made are related to the submitted plan,
and not previously excepted materials.

ANAIJYSIS

Proposal

States Energy Company has proposed the following impacts to the
s o i l  r e s o u r c e :  4 . 4  . 3  S o i I  S t a b i l i z a t i o n ,  4 . 4 . 4  S t a b i l i z a t i o n
o f  R i l l s  a n d  G u l l i e s ,  4 . 6 . 2  T o p s o i l  S t o c k p i l e ,  4 . 6 . 3  T o p s o i l
Protection that have been reviewed from a soil resource objective
point.

Analvsis

{.{.3 - soil Stabil izatLon. The proposed action is sufficient to
meet the needs of protecting and. liniting potential detrimental
impacts to the soil resource.

1.1.4 - Stabil ization of RiUs and Gull ies. ft is reconmended
that rills and gullies be attended to at a depth of six inches,
instead of the proposed nine inch depth. This is due to the
amount of productive soil material that can be lost. It is aiso
recornmended that all occurring rills and gullies be inspected to
determine if they are ephemeralr or reoccurring, rills and
gull ies. If r i l ls and gull ies are found to be site specif ic

@es



reoccurr ing, then other methods, besides f i l l ing and reseeding,
for control  of  these type of r i l ls  and gul l ies should be
implemented. Otherwise, the problem wi l l  not be solved.
Specific preventive measures can be defined when action is
needed.

4.6 .2  -  Topso i l  S tockp i le .  The proposed act ion is  suf f ic ient  to
meet the needs of protecting and l imiting potential detrimental
impacts to the soil resource.

{ .6 .3  -  fopso i l  Pro tec t ion.  The proposed act ion is  suf f ic ient  to
meet the needs of protecting and l init ing potential detrimental
impacts to the soi l  resource.


